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The Londonderry Error 


It was a thoroughly bad decision on the 
part of the Government to consent to the 
renaming of Londonderry City Council as 
‘Derry City Council’. 

The decision was taken in response to an 
application made by the Council itself, which 
is controlled by the pro-republican SDLP, and 
was made by Mr Christopher Patten, Northern 
Ireland Environment Minister. Not sur- 


prisingly, it has greatly angered Ulster 


Loyalists and supplied them with yet more 
evidence of the Government’s wish eventually 
to sell the province out to the Irish Republic. 

Mr Patten, in defending his decision, said 
that the Council was quite within its rights 
under the Local Government Act (Northern 
Ireland) of 1972 in applying for a name 
change. Maybe, but the Government at 
Westminster would have been equally within 
its rights in refusing such an application. The 
Act does not anywhere indicate that West- 
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require such alteration to be made. 
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minster is obliged to comply with any such 
request for a name-change, thus making it 
clear that in such matters it is with West- 
minster that the final decision resides. Of 
course, in cases where an application for 
change is seen to represent the majority wish 


of the local community and there are no- 


strong national political reasons for opposing 
that wish, it would be normal for Westminster 
to give its consent. This is not the case, 
however, with the application made by 
Londonderry Council. The dispute as to 
whether that city should be called 
‘Londonderry’ or just ‘Derry’ is a long- 
standing historical one that has existed ever 
since the city was given its present name by 
royal proclamation in 1613, and it is a 
dispute in which the contending parties are 
divided according to national sympathies; 
British Loyalists favouring the prefix 
‘London- and the Irish Republicans being 
against it. Quite predictably, the decision to 
consent to the Council being renamed “Derry 
Council’ is one that has caused deep offence 
to the Loyalist population of Northern 
Ireland and has been condemned by the 
leaders of both the main Loyalist parties. 
The Government must have known of this 
but it nevertheless went ahead and gave its 
sanction to the change. 

What prompted such a decision? No doubt 
one influence at work was the long-term 
policy of Irish reunification referred to 
earlier and which we have asserted many 
times to be an underlying Government aim, 
despite repeated claims by Government 
spokesmen to the contrary. It is probable, 
however, that this was not the only 
consideration. 3 

A more likely factor was pure expediency 


and cowardice. The Government knew that 
there would be Loyalist opposition if the 
application by the Council was granted, but 
it also knew that there would be fierce 
Republican anger if it was turned down. 
Calculating the odds in the most craven 
manner, Westminster no doubt thought that 
of the two alternative manifestations of 
protest the Republican one was the one which 
would be most troublesome and most 
potentially violent. Taking the line of least 
resistance, it caved-in in order to spare itself 
the problem of having to face that trouble 
and violence. 

There will be those who will say that the 
Government was right to abide by democratic 
principles in acceding to the wishes of 
Londonderry’s majority. We disagree, and on 
the grounds that democratic principles should 
take second place to national self-preservation. 
The ramifications of this issue go far beyond 
the city limits of Londonderry; they involve 
a demonstration of the British Government’s 
will or lack of will to preserve a part of 
British territory.from foreign jurisdiction and 
influence, and preparedness to sacrifice the 
traditional name of a British city in order to 
accommodate those whose loyalty is to a 
foreign state will be seen by the world as the 
first step towards the total relinquishing of 
sovereignty over that city and other parts of 
the United Kingdom similarly placed. 


Less Germans 


Of all the nations and races of the world, 
the Germans, both Eastern and Western, 
currently have the lowest birthrate. This fact 
was the focus of an editorial article in The 
Guardian on the 16th December. After. 
relating some statistics of the German 
population to illustrate the point and 
analysing the supposed reasons why the 
Germans of today were so indisposed to 
have large families, the editorial ended on a 
smug note. Germany in the future, if she is 
to sustain her population level and provide 
enough people of working age to keep her 
economy and armed forces manned, must 
draw upon the relatively prolific immigrant 
community within her borders — what the 
writer termed “the burgeoning alien 
minority” — to redress the balance. This 
meant, the editorial concluded, ceasing to 
treat that community separately and fully 
integrating it as part of the German people. 

Is the leader writer of The Guardian really 
serious about this or is he just pulling our leg? 
Of all the races of this planet — except 
possibly the British and their Anglo-Saxon 
offshoots — none has contributed as much as 
the Germans to the advancement of civilis- 
ation: none has maintained over the centuries 
more of a stupendous outflow of human 
genius in almost every field: scientific, 


technological, intellectual, literary, musical, 
military, political, et al. 

This outflow of genius owes nothing in 
particular to the geographic, climatic or 
environmental conditions prevailing in 
Germany, for these differ little from those. 
of countries bordering on the Germans’ 
traditional homelands; it owes nothing in 
particular to special resources of natural 
wealth, for there are many nations around 
the world much more favoured in those 
resources than Germany. 

The unsurpassed German achievement is 
entirely due to genetic factors, to the factors 
of Race. The Germans are simply a superior 
people to most others — superior in defeat, 
poverty and adversity, as followed the 
debacle of 1945, just as in victory, prosperity 
and growth, as followed the triumph of 1871. 
Just compare German recovery from the 
ravages of the two World Wars of this 
century with the endless failure of the 
countries of the so-called “developing world’, 
pampered as they have been with unearned 
and undeserved buckets of ‘aid’, and try to 
maintain ‘with a straight face the pretence 
that the peoples of these latter countries are 
of the same intrinsic worth as the Germans. 
It just cannot be done! 


Yet the leader writer of The Guardian 
apparently tries to do it. In his own mind he 
would seem to be saying that from the ranks 
of Germany’s gastarbeiter, most of whom 
come from the very ‘developing’ countries 
that have made such a continual hash of their 
affairs, there will arise the future Bachs and 
Beethovens, Goethes and Schillers, Leibnitzes 
and Von Brauns, Wallensteins and Bismarcks. 

We reject such hogwash and assert unequi- 
vocally that the world needs more, not less, 
Germans, just as it needs more, not less, Anglo- 
Saxons and Celts. Our own reproduction rate, 
which is only barely higher than that of our 
Germanic cousins, should be, with theirs, a 
cause for genuine alarm. This infertility of 
the world’s best people — contrasted with the 
rabbit-like breeding capacity of their enemies 
and inferiors — is the most important issue 
of the 20th and 21st centuries. The tendency 
must be reversed if it is not to lead to utter 
disaster. 


That BBC Programme 


There is a quiet satisfaction in seeing the 
Government and Tory Party subjected to 
vicious and distorted media smears and then 
squealing in protest about it. That is the fate 
which Nationalists have had to endure for 
many years and we do not recall Tories joining 
with us in protest against the treatment. Now 
that Tories themselves are the main victims 
of a tendency which their own neglect has 


done so much to encourage, they must not 


expect us to shed any tears of sympathy on 
their behalf. 7 

This is the sentiment that lingers after 
seeing the BBC Panorama programme on 
January 30th dealing with alleged infiltration 
by ‘racists’ and right-wing ‘extremists’ of the 
Conservative Party. For once the ‘racists’ 
themselves did not come off too badly — at 
least where they were prepared to be frank, 
open and uncompromising in their defence 
of their attitudes; they only came unstuck 
where they attempted to be coy and evasive, 
and this was mostly in the cases in which they 
had positions in the Tory framework to 
protect, such as with Warren Hawksley, MP 
for The Wrekin, and Harvey Proctor, the 
Member for Billericay. Both gave the impres- 
sion of being able to say a great. deal more 
than they did say and both appeared to take 
the line that to be a ‘racist’ is something 
about which to be defensive and even guilty! 
Had these gentlemen gone straight onto the 
attack, lambasted the Government and its 
predecessors for their anti-British immigration 
policies and told the interviewers in plain 
terms that they didn’t give a damn for what 
the BBC may say, they both would have 
earned greater respect from the viewers. As 
for G.K. Young, the head of the Tory Action 
group which was the chief focus of the 
programme’s attack, he made a great mistake 
in refusing to be interviewed, giving the very 
impression of murkiness and furtiveness that 
it was the purpose of the programme to 
portray when depicting ‘racism’. 

The smear-by-association technique was 
taken to the most ludicrous lengths in order 
to establish a sinister chain of communication 
and collaboration between the ‘racist’ lunatic 
fringe at one end and the respected Tory 
establishment on the other. The first shots 
were of a man in Grimsby who had a high 
regard for Adolf Hitler and sported the 
Fuhrer’s picture on his drawing room wall. It 
was then reported how this man had managed 
to infiltrate his local Tory Association to the 
extent of getting adopted as a candidate for 
the local council, no less! Then Harvey 
Proctor was identified as having spoken at a 
meeting organised by the ‘racist’ society 
WISE. The programme proceeded to focus 
on another, entirely different meeting held 
by WISE a year or so later at which the 
camera zoomed in on various ‘racists’ present, 
such as Kenneth McKilliam, BNP Organiser 
for Ashford (Kent) and author of numerous 
anti-Jewish pamphlets, and various National 


Front personnel, including some youth trying 


to sell the NF paper in and outside the hall, 
albeit to the displeasure of the lady who 
organised the meeting. Proctor was ther 
asked: how did he feel speaking at such 
gatherings? — to which he gave the obvious 
reply that he did not personally select the 


audiences. No matter! In the mind of the 
bigoted and the moronic, who compromise a 
large part of the BBC’s viewing public, the 
link had been established! 

- Considering that so much attention in 
the programme was focussed on the WISE 
meeting which the BBC filmed for the 
purpose, it is a matter of interest that not 
one word of one sentence by the main 
speaker at the meeting (an Army Colonel 
talking about national defence(!!!) was 
allowed to be heard in the broadcast version. 
It would seem that the BBC want to hide at 
least as much as they want to expose! 

Most pathetic of all was the posture of 
the voice of the Tory establishment itself: 
party Chairman John Selwyn Gummer. In 
sheer vapidity this official gave a performance 
that had to be seen to be believed. His role 
in the programme was, of course, to be 
expected: he was there to assert his party’s 
detestation of ‘racism’ and to deny passion- 
ately that the ‘extremists’ referred to had 
anything more than a minimal and peripheral 
influence on party affairs. “Racist”, said 
Mr Gummer, his voice rising righteously, “is 
just about the most horrible thing a person 
could be.” Really, Mr Gummer? More 
horrible than a mass murderer? A child 
molester? A mugger of frail old ladies? A 
profiteer in obscenity or hard drugs? A 
traitor to one’s country? Apparently so. 

But, in fact, Mr Gummer’s performance 
was really the best thing about the whole 
programme. It tore bare the contemptible 
little soul of the Tory Party and its ruling 
caucus — for there cannot be the slightest 
doubt that everything which Mr Gummer has 
uttered on the subject so far he has first 
discussed thoroughly with the Iron Lady to 
ensure a collusion of voices and minds. 
Mrs T. would, of course, prefer obvious and 
recognisable wets like Mr Gummer to do the 
dirty work of saying what her party. really 
feels, rather than to be its chief spokesman 
on the subject herself. Did she not con- 
veniently find an excuse to leave the arena 
during the party conference at Blackpool 
when the big race debate was on? Mrs T. 
knows that there are many ‘racists’ as well 
as many ‘anti-racists’ among the voters, and 
while being firmly on the side of the latter 
she does not want so to alienate the former 
as to push them towards Nationalism! No, 
on the most important of all issues of 
national survival, Mrs Thatcher as leader has 
again been found wanting. 


/ As we go to press, there is talk of writs 
l against the BBC flying back and forth. The V 


Tories are obviously upset. For all their 
crawling and grovelling to the immigrants, 
they are still hounded as “racist”. What a 
calamity! Get the handkerchiefs out! 
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THE QUEEN 
ENOCH WAS RIGHT 


WE DID NOT HEAR The Queen's Christmas 
speech. So predictable has this message now 
become year by year that we found other 
things to do on the occasion on which it 
was broadcast. However, when subse quently 
Mr. Enoch Powell felt constrained to subject 
the speech to such strong criticism we 
thought we had better get and read a copy 
of the transcript, which we duly did. 

Having gone through the speech, we 
feel bound to say that Mr. Powell: was, if 
anything, excessively restrained and dip- 
lomatic in his comments. The thing is 
pure, unadulterated drivel from beginning 
tœ end ~ and we say this as stout defenders 
of Britains Monarchical system who wish 
Her Majesty no personal ill. — 

Since the occasion there has been some 
controversy as to how much the speech was 
The Queen’s own work and how much was 
said on the advice of her ministers, with 
Buckingham Palace affirming strongly that 
Her Majesty wrote every word herself, in 
a rebuttal of Mr. Powell’s claim that most 
of what was said was the product of minis- 
terial advice. We feel that this aspect of 
the argument can quickly be dispensed with 
simply by saying that the speech was made 
on the Quzen’s own personal responsibility, 
inasmuch as she certainly could have ref- 
used to make it if she were so minded, and 
she did not refuse. This may be said of all 
Royal pronouncements and gestures which 
could be regarded as having a political 
flavour. To all Royal personages it is of 
course preferable for there to be no conflict 
between what one is advised to say or do as 
a matter of public policy and what one’s 
own patriotic conscience tells one is right. 
However, when such a conflict cannot be 
avoided one who does not give the latter 
first priority cannot truly be designated as 
‘Royal’. Let us therefore, on that principle, 
accept the Palace position as beitig the cor- 
rect one. 


SOUND. OBSERVATION 


Certainly apposite was Mr. Powell’s 
observation that in her speech The Queen 
appeared to have the interests of other 
countries and continents more at heart than 
those of her own people. In the speech the 
theme of what has been happening in India 
commanded considerable space and atten- 
tion, while that of what has been happen- 


Page four 


SPEARHEAD 


comments on 
that Royal 
broadcast 


Enoch Powell (left): his remarks 
were, if anything, too diplomatic; 


The Queen (right): 


censure. 


ing in Britain commanded precisely none. 
The need for the application of technology 
to help the distressed areas of the Common- 
wealth was heavily stressed, but without a 
word o° applying technology or anything 
else to help the distressed areas and peoples 
of this country. 

In sections the speech was downright 
misleading. For instance, India was des- 
cribedjas “one of the ten or so leading in- 
dustrial nations in the world.” One might 
imagine from this that the Indians were one 
of the top ten (or whatever) nations in the 
field of industrial competence and perform- 
ance, but all the statement really meant 
was that India, with its 700-plus millions, 


is able to produce a higher aggregate of | 


industrial output than nations with compar- 
atively tiny populations, like eens Se eA Hol- 
land or Switzerland. 

The Queen spoke glowingly of the ‘in- 
ternational co-operation’ whereby the 
technological know-how possessed by ad- 
vanced countries like Britain, Canada, 
Australia and New Zealand is being used to 
help backward countries like India, New 
Guinea, Kenya and the lands of the Carib- 
bean, and claimed these illustrations as 
evidence that we need “less Nationalism” 
and “more interdependence”. 

Well, we would claim the very contrary. 
This ‘aid’ is always one way — from the 
countries that have the ability to the coun- 
tries that do not. It is always the same 
peoples who are helping the same peoples. 
That is not ‘interdependence’ at all; it is 
dependence -- and without the ‘inter-’. 
In just what way do Britain or any of the 
other white Commonwealth countries ‘dep- 


she deserved 


end onthe coloured nations? 


And as for “less Nationalism”, it is 
surely time for more Nationalism. Why in 
heaven’s name should Britain, in the cause 
of internationalism or “interdependence” 
send abroad the hard-earned fruits of its 
own people's brains and labours while there 
are a great many people here in dire need 
of help -- people in whom The Queen’s 
Christmas broadcast showed not a grain of 
interest? 


NATIONALISM NEEDED 


And indeed is not the very fact that the 
advanced nations are advanced, and thus in 
a position to help the backward nations, 
due to their uniquely different character, 
which has provided them with the capacity 
to develop their technological expertise 
while others have lacked that capacity? If 
this be accepted, it is surely desirable that 
those more favoured nations should be con- 
cerned to preserve that character and att- 
ributes which have been so much value to 
themselves and others. This means that 
they should favour Nationalism, which 
means nothing more than the instinct of 
national and racial self-preservation. 

There are of course those who will pro- 
test that Mr. Powell has been less than res- 
pectful to The Queen by making his critic- 
isms public, and those people will of course 
dislike even more our own comments made 
here, which have been markedly less mod- 
erate in places. We are unrepentant. What 
has to be said shouldbe said - in the inter- 
ests of Nation and Monarchy alike. 


BRITAIN FOR 
THE BRITISH 


SOMEONE not quite used to the East End 
of London at the turn of the century may 
well have found the scene inside the Stepney 
Meeting House somewhat chaotic. But amidst 
the crude cigarette smoke, bellicose rhetoric 
and rapturous applause the birth of a move- 
ment was beginning to take form. It was on 
the ninth of May 1901 that the British 
Brothers’ League came to burst forth upon 
the strife-ridden political stage of dockland 
London. fii 

From out of the chaos pervading the 
seated audience, order was brought to bear 
by William Stanley Shaw, a City clerk who 
had organised the meeting with the specific 
intention of forming a vocal body in order 
to oppose a trend: a ‘trend beginning to 
choke the life out of a once vibrant, produc- 
tive and happy-go-lucky district. He spoke 
forcefully, but with eloquence, as the 
hushed audience sensed the growing import 
of his message. Facing the audience beside 
Shaw was a most unusual collection of 
characters. Unusual, because they represented 
not one sectional interest in the area but a 
universal interest encompassing every aspect 
of East End life. 

Sitting together at the same table were 
delegates from the Dockers’ Union and the 
Conservative Party (staunch rivals, particu- 
larly since 1889 when the striking dockers 
had won the ‘dockers’ tanner’ from the Port 
Authorities), representatives from the 
London County Council and the East End 
Shopkeepers Association, and a multitude of 
smaller interests all vying for a prime position 
within the League. 


‘DUSTBIN OF EUROPE’ 


Shaw told the gathering what they were 
witnessing: “The East of London is rapidly 
becoming the dustbin of Europe, into which 
all sorts of human refuse is shot.” And, to 
the surprise of many, he read a list of sup- 
porters made up of local members of Parlia- 
ment. The East End press was quick to 
‘observe the move, noting the months of 
preparation and negotiations undertaken by 
Shaw in order to garner the ‘MP endorse- 
ments’. Among those Shaw revealed were 
Spencer Charrington (Mile End), Murray 
Guthrie (Bow), Thomas Dewer (Tower Ham- 
lets) and Major William Eden Evans-Gordon 
(Stepney), all Conservative House members. 


From Poplar came messages of support from 
Liberal MP Sydney Buxton, as well as the 
town mayor (and future Labour MP) Will 
Crooks. Also present at the head table was 
the young ambitious editor of the Eastern 
Post and City Observer, J. L. Silver. 

Such an array of political muscle, 
particularly at an inaugural meeting, sent 
shock waves through the East End. The 
suddenness of its arrival broke all political 
dogma present at the time, as did the diversity 
of its supporters. What then produced such 
an instantaneous burst of popular feeling 
among the population in order that such a 
young movement found a reservoir of 
support with so little prior organisation? 

In order to come up with the answer, 
we must take a detour from the natural 
path of this study and observe the social 
upheavals over a thousand miles away in the 
Russian Empire of Tsar Nicholas Il. From 
the Royal Palace in St. Petersburg, the 
Emperor was pushing forward the reforms 
advanced by his father, Alexander III. While 
subduing the countless subversive groups 
within the: Empire, Nicholas was also seeking 
the improvement of his loyal subjects through 
the development of industry and commerce 
operating within a framework of Russian 
Nationalism. The growing success of this 


policy was mirrored in the growing affection 
and devotion of the great Russian peasantry 
and the expanding commercial classes for 
their Emperor. Excluded from the benefits 
of these reforms were a tiny segment of the 
Russian population (less than five per-cent) 
who had in times past shown a vigorous 
Opposition to any governmental measures, 
be they seen as appeasing or aggravating that 
segment and its interests. 


MALCONTENTED TRIBE 


The Jews of Russia were a historically 
malcontented tribe within the confines of the 
Empire. Even under the rule of Alexander II 
(described by the Jewish Prime Minister of 
Britain, Disraeli, as “the most benevolent 
prince that ever ruled Russia”), when free 
schooling and old professions were opened 
up for the first time to Jews, they rewarded 
the Tsar’s efforts by planning and success- 
fully executing his assassination in 1881. 
Reaction against Alexander II’s liberalism set 
in amongst the Russian. intelligentsia, and 
the liberal tutors of the Tsar were replaced 
by General Danilevsky and Pobedonostsev, 
the professor of civil law at Moscow Univer- 
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EAST LONDON SCENE AT TURN OF CENTURY 
Alien invaders were bitterly resented 
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sity. Countering the liberal nonsense of his 
father, Alexander III, followed by his own 
son Nicholas Il, employed measures to curtail 
the Jewish menace to Russian nationalist 
aspirations. 

In the light of such measures, the lending 
houses of Western Europe and North America 
began to buzz with concern for their racial 
cousins in the East. A delegation was sent to 
‘St. Petersburg, masterminded and financed 
by the Rothschild Banking House and Baron 
Maurice de Hirsch, in a vain attempt to 
persuade the Tsar’s advisors to ease the May 
Laws, legislation that had successfully 
checked unscrupulous Jewish financial oper- 
ations within the Empire. After reporting 
the failure of his mission, Baron Ginzberg, 
head of the delegation, suggested that where 
diplomacy had failed, action was to follow. 
Rothschild and de Hirsch agreed, and called 
in the ranks of the ‘Cousinhood’, a cabalistic 
group of the wealthiest and most powerful 
Jews in the world (see C. Bermant’s The 
Cousinhood, London 1971). Together, they 
decided that it was time to haul, en masse, 
the entire Jewish population of Russia out 
of the Empire’s confines into the ‘safer’ 
lands of Western Europe, Palestine and 
North America. The logistical effort required 
to accomplish such an awesome task was 
made easier by the knowledge that the 
‘Cousinhood’ had its tentacles woven into 
the policy-making chambers of every Western 
nation. Nevertheless, such an operation 
could only have been made possible by the 
mammoth concentration of resources of a 
race inexorably dedicated to its survival. 
Within five years, the exodus of thousands 
of Jews leaving Russia month by month paid 
tribute to the power of the ‘Cousinhood’. 


FESTERING GHETTO 


The westward trail of Jews from Russia, 
the majority of whom would end up at New 
York’s Ellis Island, left aconsiderable residue 
in the ports of call on their way. The largest 
settlement was to be in the unfortunate East 
End of London. By 1900, a sp*eading social 
monster known as the ghetto was festering 
in that part of the capital city (we may also 
note the existence of smaller ghettos at 
Strangeways, Manchester and _ Leylands, 
Leeds; however, their size and effect were 
considerably less). Max Raisin described the 
process in his History of the Jews in Modern 
Times: 


“ |. . these immigrants crowded into special 
sections of the city and built up huge ghettos 
which became noted for their exotic charac- 
teristics. The East End of London became a 
counterpart of the East Side of New York, only 
more thoroughly Jewish in sentiment and 
appearance, and also more strikingly and help- 
lessly poor . . . the denizens of the English (sic) 
ghettos began to compete with the native 


Page six 


-Levantine existence 


labourers, rushing into all available occupations, 
and ... agreeing to work at reduced pay.” 
The impact of such a sudden influx was 
bound, by the sheer weight of social forces, 
to cause a natural tension between the natives 
and the immigrants. Of course, it wasn’t the 
first time that this region had seen large 
numbers of immigrants settle. But this new 
tribe of people were fundamentally different 
from the Catholic Irish and Protestant French 
and Germans before them. Their peculiar 
ethos was of a nature more suited to a 
rather than that of 
Northern Europe. Early thoughts of a trans- 
itional assimilation of this tribe into the 
indigenous population indicated a naive 
stupidity latent within the minds of the 
nation’s leaders. Clearly, they had failed to 
observe the futile efforts of Alexander II to 
‘Russify’ a race determined to preserve its 
separate identity at all costs. Only those 
unfortunate enough to have to share common 
ground with this phenomenon appeared to 
comprehend the magnitude of the problem. 
Within the time span of a generation, the 
East End native witnessed the augmentation 
of the Jewish population from atrim (though 
not entirely politically subordinate) thirty- 
five thousand to a figure ten times that size 
within London’s boundaries. Certain parts of 
the East End, such as Whitechapel and 
Stepney, had a Yiddish-speaking population 
that constituted over 35 per-cent of the 
residents. 
=- This then was the catalyst that brought 
into being the founding meeting of the British 
Brothers’ League on the evening of May 9th 
1901. Although the myriad statistics at the 
disposal of the League lent convincing 
weight to its contentions, it was the day-to- 
day psychological effect upon the native 
that concerned most. A. T. Williams of the 
London County Council and BBL executive 
committee member explained: 


‘| don’t care for statistics. God has given m: a 
pair of eyes in my head — and as | walk through 
Mile End or Cable Street, as | walk about your 
streets, | see names have changed; | see good 
old names of tradesmen have gone, and in their 
places are foreign names — the names of those 
who have ousted Englishmen into the cold.” 


WIDE SUPPORT 


Within six months of its birth, the BBL 
enjoyed support from across the wide spec- 
trum of social forces in and around East 
London. In addition to the early endorse- 
ment from the Dockers’ Union and the East 
End Shopkeepers’ Association, the Gas- 
workers’ Union lent its considerable weight 
to the League. On the employers’ side, the 
brewery interests in the area gave both 
organisational and financial assistance, as 
well as favourable media coverage through 
their control of the Eastern Argus. J. L. Silver 
also stepped up the pressure to legislate 
against immigration through his editorial 
prerogative at the offices of the Eastern Post 
and City: Observer. By summer's end, the 
rank and file membership numbered some 


fifteen thousand in the East End alone. 
Smaller groups were formed in Leeds, Brad- 
ford, Manchester, Kettering and Birmingham 
(instrumental in this was Major William Eden 
Evans-Gordon, MP for Stepney, who had 
numerous contacts in these areas as a result 
of his Conservative Party standing and 
business interests). Branches of the League 
with memberships in the low thousands were 
present in other parts of London such as 
Bermondsey, Rotherhithe, Islington and 
Lambeth. 


FEELING THE HEAT 


With pressure from both the constituency 
level and within the Conservative party, the 


. political establishment was beginning to feel 


the heat. Despite opposition from certain 
quarters, Salisbury, the ailing Tory Prime 
Minister, was obliged to recommend an 
inquiry into the problem. January 1902 
began with the formation of a Royal Com- 
mission designed to investigate the situation. 
Greeting them in the East End of London by 
this time was a League boasting of a solid 
foundation for its movement. Within a tight 
hierarchical administrative structure, com- 
posed of wards, sections, groups and branches, 
was an executive committee (comprising 
such colourful personalities as A. T. Williams, 
Sir Howard Vincent, Henry Norman MP and 
the journalist, Arnold White) and a President, 
William Stanley Shaw. 

The first early attacks by the establish- 
ment were skilfully parried by the League. 
Accusations of religious persecution were 
discounted as nonsense, particularly by 
Shaw. “Don’t be deceived by people .. . 
Religion has nothing to do with it,” he told 
the East London Advertiser. From that it 
was plain that the BBL was a de facto racial- 
nationalist movement, albeit concerned 
mainly with the effects of immigration upon 
the housing and employment markets. 
Williams and Silver privately admitted that 
1902 was going to be the year in which the 


League was to have to prove its mettle. This 


sentiment was akin to Arnold White’s theory 
too; that such ar explosion of indignation 
could only last for so long. Pressure from the 
constituency level had engineered decisive 
action within the Conservative Party (and to 
a lesser degree, the Liberal Party). It was 
now the task of the MPs, headed by Evans- 
Gordon, to influence to the greatest of their 
ability the outcome of the Royal Com- 
mission’s findings and recommendations. 
“Pressure from below, and pressure from 
within” was how White described the 
strategy. It was now time to put it to the test. 

= The pressure from below gathered 


-momentum throughout 1902. National as 


well as local media reported the enormous 
People’s Palace meeting organised on behalf 
of the League by Harry F. Smith, the popular 
Conservative agent for Bow and Bromley. 
The meeting opened to the strains of ‘Soldiers 


Contd. on next page 


of the King’ and ‘Rule Britannia’. Speaking 
from the platform were all the League’s 
leading lights: Major Evans-Gordon MP, Sir 
Howard Vincent MP, David Hope Kyd, the 
prospective Unionist candidate for White- 
chapel financed by the League itself, Sydney 
Buxton MP, Arnold White, A. T. Williams 
and William Stanley Shaw. Through popular 
demand, Henry Norman was allowed to join 
the platform, and his suggestion that a 
notice be placed at the mouth of the Thames 
proclaiming ‘no rubbish to be shot here’ met 
with howls of laughter and a unanimous 


the dog being “Sir Howard Vincent and his 


anti-alien Tory MPs” (Jewish Chronicle, 
November 1st 1902). Credence was lent to 
this theory „When BBL President Shaw 
requested the Board of Trade to receive a 
BBL deputation on immigration. The 
minister, refusing the request, replied: “I beg 
to inform you that | have been in communi- 
cation with Major Evans-Gordon, from 
whom you will doubtless hear in due course.” 
Unable to grasp the fact that his brainchild 
had outgrown his full influence, and unwilling 
to accept the need for the BBL to allow the 
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PARLIAMENT IN 1902 (AN ARTIST’S IMPRESSION) 


Balfour addresses the House. He was heavily under sway of the aliens 


carriage of the motion. Two Jewish protestors 
were chased from the meeting by a whole 
branch of the League from the Royal Albert 
Docks for two miles. The meeting ended 
soberly with the national anthem. Overall, 
the meeting was an astounding success, lifting 
morale and increasing recruitment. The only 
blot on the evening was the loss of support 
for the League from the East End Observer, 
a liberal-leaning daily that complained of 
“exaggeration, misrepresentation and anti- 
semitism.” 

The pressure from within was also 
accelerated. Murray Guthrie, MP for Bow, 
formed the Londoners’ League from the 
remnants of the London Conservative Associ- 
ations in order to broaden.the base of popular 
sentiment within the Tory apparatus. Closely 
linked to the BBL, the Londoners’ League 
worked exclusively within the Conservative 
Party itself, leaving the infiltration of the 
ruling e/ite and parliament in general to 
Evans-Gordon and his fellow MPs. Evans- 
Gordon in turn formed the Parliamentary 
Alien Immigration Committee (PAIC) from 
his coterie at the head of the BBL. 

The Jewish Chronicle noted with 
consternation . the three-pronged attack 
against the establishment in its commentary 
regarding the Royal Commission. In its view, 
the BBL was merely the tail of an animal — 


PAIC to infiltrate the higher levels of society 
on the movement’s behalf, Shaw resigned as 
President of the League, despite appeals 
from Williams, Silver and White (whose idea 
it was to diversify the pressure upon the 
legislators). 


HIDDEN FORCE? 


If a little frustration was setting in 
among the remaining BBL leadership, Evans- 
Gordon’s efforts using the PAIC vehicle were 
causing alarm inasmuch as each channel of 
action met with initial warmth, only to be 
severed without explanation shortly after- 
wards. Was there a hidden force preventing 
the PAIC from influencing even the most 
junior of ministers? Evans-Gordon’ was 
sceptical, Sir Howard Vincent suspicious and 
Arnold White, who had been studying the 
Jews for years, downright convinced. He had 
written forcefully about such “subterranean 
and invisible influences being brought to bear 
on policy” with a “financial backing which 
could underwrite such power” in his The 
Modern Jew (London 1899) and earlier in 
The Problems of a Great City (London 1888). 

White was of course quite correct in his 
assumption. Chaim Bermant paid tribute to 
the efforts of the ‘Cousinhood’ generations 


later in his book by the same name. Had the 
‘Cousinhood’ failed to possess the political 
and financial clout at the time of the Royal 
Commission, immigration would almost 
certainly have ceased, if not been reversed. 
Under the name of The Jewish Board of 
Guardians, the clothing and shelter of the 
incoming Russian Jews had for years been 
assured. Now the same clique turned its 
attention to halting any effective legislation 
that stemmed the flow of immigration. 

On its Board sat the Rothschilds, 
Mocattas, Montifiores and Sassoons, all close 
intimates of the new Prime Minister Arthur 
Balfour. Salisbury handed over the leadership 
of the Conservative majority to his nephew 
shortly before dying, giving Britain one of its 
most incompetent leaders since the birth of 
the Empire. It also meant the infiltration of 
Britain's beau monde as never before by an 
increasingly menacing gang. And it was the 
influence of this gang that was frustrating 
the PAIC’s efforts in the parliamentary arena. 
Sir Howard Vincent's links to the royal 
circle, suggested Evans-Gordon, could well 
provide the break needed to shatter the grip 
exercised by the hidden force he was 
beginning to feel. White, Williams and Silver 
agreed on behalf of the BBL. 


ROYAL CHANGES 


By strange coincidence, the royal court 
had also undergone radical changes since the 
birth of BBL. Queen Victoria had passed 
away early in 1901, leaving the throne to 
Edward VII, a lover of horse racing and 
loose women rather than the kingly duties 
bestowed upon him. Along with the shift in 
court personnel common with a change in 
monarch, the new King’s racing buddies 
followed. Sir Howard’s mission was doomed 
to failure, for among the ‘Ascot crowd’ were 
Israel Zangwill, Lord Rothschild, Edward 
Levi-Lawson (later to become Lord 
Burnham), Ernest Cassel, Felix Semon and 
Baron Maurice de Hirsch. Such a clique so 
close to the King’s love was going to be as 
difficult to penetrate as the PAIC’s attempt 
to sway the opinions of the nation’s legis- 
lators. Sir Howard severed his. ties with the 
court, complaining of the ‘loud, sophisticated 
and byzantine’ entourage (see B. Connell’s 
Manifest Destiny, London 1953). Morale in 
and around the BBL executive committee 
waned. With a ‘Royal’ commission drawing 
to a close in the latter half of 1902, little 
hope was given to effective measures being 
recommended. And with time becoming an 
overriding factor, the League’s calm began to 
wane as a new series of crises plagued the 
movement. 

The first of these was to drive a wedge 
between the Tory and ‘labourer’ factions 
within the League. It involved a dispute over 
the Conservative government's decision to 
import cheap Chinese labour into the Rand 
mines after the defeat of the Boers in South 
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Africa. Riled by the fact that those very MPs 
backing the effort to keep Britain’s racial 
identity intact at home were to endorse a 
move that was clearly detrimental to the 
white workers of South Africa, the Dockers’ 
Union (under the leadership of Ben Tillett) 
revoked its support for the BBL for as long 
as those who voted for such a move were 
formally allied to it. Days later the entire 
British labour movement condemned the 
move and stated its “solidarity with the 
white workers of South Africa...” and its 
opposition to “the government which had 
professed concern for the interests of labour” 
(Justice, December 11th 1902). Harry 
Quelch, the fiery editor of the magazine, had 
consistently argued against war in South 
Africa as, in his opinion, British blood was 
being spilt in a “Jew Capitalist war”). The 
executive committee of the League was both 
embarrassed and bemused by the develop- 
ment. Williams merely made a statement to 
the effect that the issue was outside the 


League’s province and that an opinion was. 


divisive in itself. White remained silent over 
the issue, privately abhorring the decision by 
by the Tory leadership, but recognising that 
a public statement stating such would only 
drive the stake deeper into the League’s heart. 


ANGRY PROTEST 


As it was becoming apparent that the 
‘Royal’ Commission would suggest only the 
mildest immigration legislation, radical 
sections of the party saw red. Against the 
orders of the. executive committee, the St. 
Georges Branch of the League went ahead 
with a march through Bethnal Green. As 
reported in the East London Observer, the 
marchers, numbering several thousand, were 
quite boisterous and “visibly angry” as 
they chanted ‘’Go back to Jerusalem” to the 
Jewish spectators. It was obvious that control 
was slipping from the BBL leadership, and, 
with the suspiciously sudden death of J. L. 
Silver at an alarmingly young age, a collapse 
was ‘imminent. Watching the League die 
slowly, Evans-Gordon decided that it was 
time to re-evaluate his and his fellow Conser- 
vative MPs’ relationship with it. Sensing this 
dissatisfaction, the message was “sent down 
the line’’ from Tory HO stating a disdain for 
continued links with the BBL. Exactly who 
was responsible for the warning has never 
been substantially proven, although most 
felt that it stunk of Balfour’s intimates. 

1903 commenced with the formation of 
the Immigration Reform Association (IRA) 
out of the Londoners’ League and the PAIC, 
shortly followed by an invitation by the 
Commission for Evans-Gordon to join the 
inquiry team. White noted with disgust the 


subtle changes in demands that had taken | 
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place during the transition. The IRA now 

professed to only be against: 

A . all those of bad character, immigrants 
who were defective in mind or body, those who 
were likely to become a charge or dependent on 
charity and those suffering any loathsome or 
contagious diseases.” ; 

At the same time it would not alter the 
so loudly vaunted “cherished right of political 
asylum.” Clearly, its demands would do 
nothing to stem the flood of healthy Jews 
continuing to pour into “the country. As 
compromises go, the entire debacle was a 
political disaster for the movement against 
immigration as a whole. With the Earl of 
Donoughmore əs president, connections 
with the Tory Party and its funds enabled 
the IRA to publish such well-produced 
pamphlets as Destitute Aliens, Criminality 
Among Aliens and Aliens and Overcrowding. 

As suspected, the final report contained 
nothing but half-measures; the Commission 
was satisfied that all parties were in agree- 
ment. November saw the IRA organise 
another rally at the People’s Palace, this time 
in the faint hope that a more respectable 
mass gathering would sway the nation’s 
legislators when they acted upon the Com- 
mission’s recommendations a couple of 
months later. The event symbolised the 
sharp decline of the League within the space 
of a year. Its leaders even had to file an 
application for twelve platform tickets in 
order to address the crowd. The Fast London 
Observer could now report gladly that the 
meeting had passed without “the slightest 
attempt to raise racial feeling or prejudice” 
and that “on the whole, it was a more 
restrained and sober performance than that 
of almost two years ago” (East London 
Observer, November 14th 1903). Feeling 
utterly betrayed, BBL members took to the 
streets in order to vent their anger, parti- 
cularly against an increasingly deteriorating 
housing situation. A quiet meeting in. the 
Stepney Temperance Hall was the only BBL 
meeting of the year. The following year 


ote 


witnessed the final fling of the League — a 
pathetic campaign in support of the ‘anti- 
alien’ Liberal Unionist H. Lawson at Mile 
End against the Liberal candidate, B. Strauss. 
Symbolic of the League’s demise was the 
fact that both candidates were Jewish. White 
had resigned in disgust at the decision to 
back Lawson, leaving Williams with the 
rump of a once promising movement. 

_ The outcome of the Commission was 
presented to Parliament in 1904 with a view 
to limited debate and.swift legislation. But 
the ‘Cousinhood’ had a final coup de grace 
planned. As the chief whips entered the 
House to organise their Party vote, awaiting 
was a small, but recognisable delegation. To 
the amazement of Guthrie, Evans-Gordon 
and their companions, the Aliens Bill was 
defeated, pending alteration. Reintroduced 
in the House on April 18th 1905, amended 
and warped beyond recognition, it met with 
much greater favour and was overwhelmingly 
passed. Max Raisin, the fervent American 
Zionist, reported the event to his audience 
in New York:— 

“The Jews, led by Mr. Zangwill, had earlier 
asserted their rights and endeavoured in all 
possible ways to avert contemplated injustices 
. . . A delegation, headed by Lord Rothschild, 
waited on the Under-Secretary for Home Affairs 
. . . and received his assurances that the Bill 
would not affect the Jews as such” (History of 
the Jews in Modern Times, New York, 1919). 

Thus ended a struggle fraught with-mis- 

fortune and defeat. But a tradition, forged 
within so few years, gave hope to the gener- 
ations to come that the question of class, 
trade, education and party political allegiance 
can, when the conditions are preferable, be 
submerged in a unity of purpose for the 
well-being of the race. The British Brothers’ 
League failed, not because of small disputes 
such as the Chinese Worker question, but 
because it never possessed the armoury to 
tackle an establishment contaminated from 


_the very top down by a spreading bacillus, 


its nucleus sipping champaign with:the King 
in the Royal Enclosure at Ascot. 


SPEARHEAD has over the past 4 years, as 
readers will well know, devoted much atten- 
tion to the organisational schism in British 
Nationalism, and has maintained a position 
of unequivocal opposition to that schism 
and those who have promoted it. 

This has provoked a reply from the 
people we have attacked. The schism, they 
say, is one deeply rooted in differences of 
ideology, and it is no use attempting to 
construct a unified Nationalist political 
organisation so long as those differences 
remain. Unity, they go on, must be a genuine 
unity of belief, i.e. unity based on a common 
ideological view, if it is to be meaningful and 
enduring. 

What then are the ideological differences 
which separate the two mainstream organis- 
ations into which the Nationalist movement 
has now become divided? Ah, our opponents 
and critics will say, they are the differences 
between ‘radical’. Nationalists on the one 
hand and ‘reactionary’ or ‘Tory’ Nationalists 
on the other. These differences are absolutely 
fundamental and over them there can be no 
compromise; it is absolutely impossible to 
-reconcile such divisions of outlook within 
one single party because they are divisions 
which reflect totally opposite concepts of 
the sort of British society we want. 

Really? 

Let us look, to begin with, at the 
question of whether those who style them- 
selves ‘radicals’ really have any true claim to 
such a title. The dictionary contains many 
meanings for the word ‘radical’: pertaining 
to the root or origin; fundamental; intrinsic; 
primitive; implanted by nature; not derived: 
serving to originate; proceeding immediately 
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from the root; ultra-liberal, democratic; 
advocating radical reform. Which particular 
interpretation do the ‘radical Nationalists’ 
have in mind to fit themselves? Presumably, 
not the ‘ultra-liberal’ one. Most probably, 
the last named, i.e. advocating ‘radical 
reform’. Well, how ‘radical’ are the reforms 
they actually advocate? Looking at the 
sources from which they claim to derive 
ideological inspiration, we find that these 
may be classified broadly into three sections: 
first there is financial reform which seeks to 
remove the prerogative of the private banks 
to create new money as an interest-bearing 
debt; second there is the idea of Distributism, 
the aim of which is to enable the largest 
possible number of families in the nation to 
possess productive property of their own; 
third there is the organisation of large indus- 
trial units into ‘workers’ co-operatives’ in 
which the labour force both shares profits 
and has a say in management. 

If the idea of labelling these concepts 
‘radical’ is to suggest that they are ‘new’, 
then they hardly deserve that label; they are 
all ideas which have a fairly ancient pedigree. 
If, on the other hand, the purpose is to 
suggest that they involve fundamental 
changes in the social and economic structure 
as it now exists in Britain, then there is some 
justification in the term used. 

But to suggest that in this latter context 
the ‘radical’ Nationalists are in fact any more 
radical than other Nationalists is nonsense. 
With the aims of Distributism and with the 
financial reforms stated we have, broadly 
speaking, little quarrel. In respect of ‘workers’ 
co-operatives’, our main difference with the 
so-called ‘radicals’ is that we see this idea as 
one to be applied selectively in certain 
sections of industry where there is good 
reason to believe it will work effectively, and 
not necessarily one to be imposed as a 
general rule for the whole; as we have said 
before in these columns, many sections of 
Britain’s industrial workforce will prefer the 
security of an assured wage to the risk of 
having their incomes subject to fluctuations 
of profit (and loss) in the same way as the 
holders of capital. 

If the employers of industry are men of 
common sense, they will appreciate that it is 
in their interests to provide their workers with 
incentives to work hard and produce more. 
Exactly how this may best be done will vary 
from one industry to another and from one 
company to another, and that is a decision 
that is best left in the hands of the men who 
know their own industry and their own 


company, i.e. the proprietors of the particular 
firms. Where these proprietors see an advan- 
tage in introducing profit-sharing schemes 
that are acceptable to all sides, they will do 


just that. This, however, is an entirely different 


matter to that of ‘workers’ control’, which 
takes power out of the hands of industrial 
leadership and determines the vital decisions 
affecting industry on a basis of head-counting. 
We are as strongly against this principle in 


‘industry as we are in politics — although 
-again, where common sense prevails at the 


top of industry, there will be consultation 
(on a selective basis) with those below. 

From the foregoing it will be seen that 
the ‘ideological’ difference between those in 
the Nationalist camp who style themselves 
‘radicals’ and those they style ‘reactionaries’ 
or ‘Tories’ is in fact a much narrower one 
than they claim and one which may easily be 
accommodated within the broader boun- 
daries of a single political movement. Indeed 
the difference is not really an ideological one 
at all but is an issue of pragmatic economics 
and politics which revolves around the 
question of what is the best way to get 
things done. 

Should we not therefore be looking in 
other quarters for the real differences 
between the Nationalist factions? 

We suggest that the real division is 
between fundamentally different approaches 
to politics and the path forward to political 
power. 

Those who style themselves as ‘radicals’ 
and lay such stress on ‘ideology’ talk as if 
doctrines in themselves were the key to 
political advancement. A frequent phrase 
they use is ‘ideological progress’ — a nonsen- 
sical concept because progress is a thing that 
can only be measured in terms of tangibles. 
Progress may be made in the construction of 
a building or ship. It may be made in figures 
of industrial production. It may be made in 
the level of workers’ wages and shareholders’ 
profits. It may. be made in the general 
increase in people’s standard of life. It may 
be made in the advancement of national 
power, or it may be made in the struggle 
within a nation for political power when 
measured in party size or votes. 

But to talk of ‘progress’ in the realm of 
mere ideas is to deal in abstractions — for how 
can such progress be measured? What is pro- 
gression in the mind of one person is regres- 
sion in the mind of another. Ideas are a 
matter of opinion, whereas progress or its 
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opposite can be reckoned only in terms of 
facts. 

To those who think in terms of ideo- 
logical ‘progression’, the advancement of a 
political movement is something to be 
achieved by means of the shaping and refine- 
ment of its doctrine and programme to the 
point at which the absolutely right doctrine 
and programme are arrived at. Then, accord- 
ing to the theory, this doctrine and pro- 
gramme will of their own impetus achieve 
the support necessary to carry the move- 
ment forward. 


Enormous energy is therefore expended 
within the movement on ideological debate, 
education and pure nit-picking in order to 
produce the much sought after magic formula 
of ideological perfection. 

Any person of mature political instinct, 
however, will immediately see the obvious 
flaw in this approach. 

The flaw is that the finer the develop- 
ment of ‘ideology’ the more deeply a move- 
ment is forced to commit itself to a widening 
range of policies on every conceivable 
political, economic, social, cultural and 
moral issue. And the greater that tendency 
the narrower becomes the range of that 
movement’s appeal to the people. The more 
ideological baggage the movement carries, 
the more there is to disagree, argue and fight 
over. The final absurdity comes when the 
movement becomes split into a multitude of 
different little sects, each dogmatically 
asserting the purity of its principles and 
beliefs (all SOO of them). 

That is not the way of real politics, and 
in particular it is not the way of British 
politics. 

All political history and precedent in 
Britain indicate that political power only 
comes to those able to form broad coalitions, 
unified on a few absolute essentials and 
agreeing to differ internally over a multitude 
of smaller details. The whole structure of our 
political system regulates politics to this end. 

We differ from the so-called ‘radicals’ 
not so much on grounds of genuine ideology 
as in the fact that they see ideology as the 
be-all and end-all of politics. They want a 
furious internal argument and debate on 
questions of ideology — an argument and 
debate that will consume endless time, 
energy, effort and will. We want to see that 
time, energy, effort and will put to positive 
use in advancing the political power of our 
movement — and that means that the first 
emphasis must be on action — action in 
those vital fields where questions. of power 
are decided. 

There is another vital matter over which 
we differ from them. : 

They have the most boundless faith, as 
we have indicated, in the capacity of ‘pro- 
grammes’, ‘policy documents’, manifestos 


Page ten 


and principles of doctrine to secure political 


advancement and eventually to win power. 
Programmes, in their eyes, are the making of 
movements — little else. 

We believe that people are the vital raw 
material out of which successful movements 
in history are made — and most of all people 
with the attributes of leadership. 

How many instances have there been in 
the history of the British Nationalist move- 
ment when men in little back rooms exercised 
their brains for hour after hour to devise the 
finest possible ‘programme’ to put before 


the public, and then found when they offered 
their ‘programme’ it was not accepted by 


any more than a tiny few? 

And then in how many instances did 
they go back to the drawing board, put their 
failed ‘programme’ under the microscope 
and wrestle with the problem of what 
ingredient to put into them to make for 
their success? 

’ Such men were of course barking up the 
wrong tree. 

What they were not able to recognise 
was that their failures were not failures of a 
‘programme’, failures of ‘ideology’; they 
were personal failures. Those men as indi- 
viduals did not have the capacity to win, 
convince, organise and lead people. 
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We see the first ingredient for the success 
of a political organisation or movement as 
being the quality of the people comprising 
it, and the existence among those people of 
a cadre of truly capable leaders. 

And the second ingredient we see as 
being the ability of that cadre of leadership 
to build a properly organised, efficient, 
disciplined and above all united political 
machine, acting at all times with speed, 
decision and a single will. 

In order to achieve this purpose, the 
very minimum of ideological debate is 
required. A few very basic principles rooted 


in the primacy of Race and Nationality are- 


sufficient; more than these are superfluous. 
This does not mean that we ignore the 

fact that there are literally hundreds, indeed 

thousands, of issues affecting the national 


Come and meet the BNP at our 


interest which eventually will require 
decisions and policies; of course there are. 
But the priority we place is on finding 
men of leadership capabilities in every walk 
of life united on the fundamentals that we 
have mentioned. Then when the myriad of 
political, economic and social issues that 


require action are tackled by such men, 


guided as they will be by those fundamentals 
of racial and national loyalty and interest, 
those men are the ones who can best be 
relied upon to act correctly in accordance 
with the circumstances and requirements of 
their time. 

` Policies, programmes and doctrines have 
their place in the political world. 

But throughout the history of real 
politics they have always been subordinated 
to questions of power and of course cannot 
ever be implemented without power. Also in 
real politics they have never been allowed to 
become a substitute for personality and will- 
to-action, the two primary ingredients of 
successful political leadership. The out- 
standing political leader knows the limits of 
‘programmes’ and ‘ideology’, knows how to 
utilise them to his purpose, knows at what 
moments they become important and at 
what moments it is netessary to place them 
in the background in order to achieve a 
concrete political object in the process of 
the power struggle. On the left this was 
recognised by Lenin, Mao Tse Tung and 
Castro; on the right it was recognised by 
Mussolini, Hitler and Franco. 

The vital debate in the British Nationalist 
movement today, indeed the only debate 
relevant to the problems of this phase of our 
development, is the debate, not about long- 
range and intricate questions of economic 
and social organisation, but about immediate 
questions concerned with the advancement 
of the political power and influence of the 
Nationalist movement itself. To that debate 
the best brains in the movement should be 
applied. We approach that debate with no 
dogmatic attitude but in a frame of mind to 
listen to all intelligent views; the only point 
of dogma we would assert is that the move- 


ment, whatever forms of strategy or tactics. 


it may embark upon, will achieve naught 
unless it acts as one. 


Friday, March 2nd. 
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Why new South African Constitution wont work 
by DR. ANDRIES TREURNICHT 


On November 2nd last South Africa’s white voters 
approved through a referendum the introduction of a new 
constitution for their country which would, when 
implemented, give coloured citizens a considerable share in 
power. This approval was given because the new constitution 
was recommended by the ruling Nationalist Government 
headed by Dr Pieter Botha. The constitution was opposed, 
on the other hand, by hard-line Nationalists to the right of 
the Government. In this article one of them, Dr Andries 
Treurnicht, Leader of the recently formed Conservative 
Party (a very different party to the one in Britain with the 
same name), argues the case against the Government’s plan 
for constitutional reform. 3 

This article was first printed in THE SOUTH 
AFRICAN OBSERVER, P.O. Box 2402, Pretoria, S.A., to 
which we give our acknowledgements. 


HOW WILL the new constitution work? The simple 
answer is:- It won't. 


It won’t work because of the numerous elements 
of conflict inherent in it. It won't work because of the 
impossibility of making a clear and workable distinct- 
ion between so-called “own affairs” and “general 
affairs”. 


It won't work because of the incessant demands 
which will be made by Coloureds and Indians for 
further change, for participation of Blacks in the sys- 
tem and for the repeal of so-called “discriminatory” 
laws such as the Group Areas Act. 


It won't work because it is an ill-conceived 
attempt at conciliation and consensus between three 
vastly divergent and conflicting groups in the same 
geographical area, in a single Parliament and in a 
unitary State. 


It won't work because it is an attempt to achieve 
the impossible. 


POWER SHARING ENTRENCHED 


What we have here is asingle Parliament consist- 
ing of three Houses which are equal in status and 
powers, a powerful executive and a conflict-generat- 
ing President's Council, which will consist of indirectly 
elected and nominated members with no respon- 
sibility to the electorate. 


Under this new constitution the White House of 
Assembly will share its powers with Coloureds and 
Indians in such a way that White self-determination will 
be abolished without the granting of meaningful self- 
determination to the other two groups. 


And the sharing of this power is entrenched in 
such a way that the White House of Assembly will 


Dr ANDRIES TREURNICHT 


never again be able to take back any of those powers if 
and when the system collapses. Reform and change 
will be a one-way street - only more and more conces- 
sions will have to be made. 


DECISIVE FACTOR 


An attempt has been made to draw a line bet- 
ween so-called own affairs and general affairs, but the 
distinction is So vague and qualifications that all own 
affairs are subject to general jaw so wide that in prac- 
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NEW.S.A. CONSTITUTION 


(Contd. from prev. page) 


tice there will be virtually no own affairs for any of the 
three groups. 

Furthermore, the allocation of funds and the levy- 
ing of taxes for so-called own affairs are, of course, 
general affairs. All three Houses will have to discuss 
the annual Budget. In the final analysis control over 


money affairs is the decisive factor. If you share the 
power to allocate the money, there can be no real own 
affairs and the whole concept IS a misnomer and 
gross misrepresentation. 


A supporter of the new dispensation, Mr Vause 
Raw, leader of the New Republic Party, has said in 
Parliament that once the new system is in operation a 
new division between own and general affairs would 
have to be negotiated between the three chambers in 
a situation where all three are equal in status. | 

Mr Raw is right. The demand for renegotiation. 
will have to be met. It will make a mockery of anything 
that is now being held out to the White voter to try and 
convince him that he is in fact maintaining control over 
his own affairs. 


BEGINNING OF THE END 


In its referendum propaganda the National Party 
is saying that the Conservative Party maintains that 
the new constitution is a sell-out of White self- 
determination,while the PFP maintains that it is merely 
an entrenchment of White rule and “apartheid”. 
Therefore, they say, both can't be right. 

But both can be right and both are right in a way. 
The Conservative Party says that it is the beginning of 
the end of self-determination for Whites. Even Mr Chris 
Heunis, the Minister responsible for this new constitu- 
tion, and the Prime Minister, Mr P W Botha, have admit- 
ted that it is merely a first step in a process of 
change. 

While the White Assembly will dominate the elec- 
toral college which will elect the executive State Presi- 
dent - and in that way will, initially, be in control of 
affairs — it is inevitable that the demands by Coloureds 
and Indians for further changes will have to be met. 


If they arent the whole thing is a fraud and 
‘dangerous attempt to draw them into a system in 
which they are promised a Share of responsibility but in 
which they will, in fact, only share in the blame for con- 
tinued discriminatory laws and measures. If this White 
control is maintained, without meaningful changes, 
from their point of view, they will become frustrated, 
disillusioned and angry. 
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The Rev Alan Hendrickse has said that if the 
Government does not give an indication that there is 
progress on the way to constitutional reform, the 
Labour Party will withdraw from participation. The 
Labour Party strives for full citizenship rights for all in 
South Africa, he said. 


In the light of this statement, it is clear that they 
will opt-out of the system, as they have done before. 


and the whole thing will collapse. 


JUST LIKE RHODESIA 


If the demands for participation by Blacks, for 
changes in the Group Areas Act and the Population 
Registration Act are met, as they undoubtedly will be, 
the inevitable result is Black domination, complete 
integration, chaos and the end of White rule in South 
Africa. It will be a case of Rhodesia all over again. 


That is why the Conservative Party says that the 
new dispensation will lead to conflict and will increase 
the possibility of tension and unrest. Already Blacks 
are saying that they are left out of the system, that they 
will not accept the fact that the Iridians wiil be able to 
decide whether the Zulus become an independent 
nation or not. 


The possibility of conflict has been foreseen and 
acknowledged by the compilers of the new constitu- 
tion. That is why the power to make final and binding 
decisions on laws has been given to the President's 
Council- an unrepresentative body with no direct res- 
ponsibility to the electorate. 


This Council will, for all practical purposes, be in 
the control of the all-powerful State President. They 
will be beholden to him and will have to fulfil his wishes, 
or else they could find themselves being appointed 
consuls-general in Ghana or El Salvador. 


SAFEGUARDING OUR FUTURE 


With the power to appoint and dismiss Cabinet 
Ministers at will, to initiate legislation, to decide, in 
cases of disagreement, whether an issue is an “own 
affair” or a general affair, to repeal and amend provin- 
Clal ordinances virtually at will, and even to remain in 
power without the continued support of the chamber 
for Whites, the new State President is an all-powerful, 
dictatorial figure, and precisely because of the con- 
flicts and possibilities for unrest built into the od hes plat 
would have to use those powers. 

Only a few decades ago South Africans, especial- 
ly English speaking South Africans, went to war to stop 
a dictatorship. At present our boys are fighting on our 
borders to prevent a Marxist dictatorship. We in South 
Africa now have the opportunity to fight against 
another form of dictatorship by using our votes. 

We have the choice on November 2. We can vote 
“Yes” and commit political suicide. Or we can vote 
“No” and safeguard our future in freedom! E 


THE BRITISH LEAGUE OF RIGHTS and 
its parent body, the Crown Commonwealth 
League of Rights, have always been regarded 
by our magazine as allies and friends. What 
differences there are between us are far over- 
shadowed by the many aims we share in 
common, and any criticism we may make of 
these bodies or their utterances is intended 
to be friendly and helpful rather than con- 
ceived in a spirit of antagonism. It is with this 
thought in mind that we comment on a recent 
declaration issued by the CCLR at its recent 
conference in Calgary, Canada. The declar- 
ation lists the principles underlying a reso- 
lution passed at the conference calling for 
closer co-operation between the affiiate 
bodies of the CCLR and between all of them 
and kindred groups in the United States. We 


ABOUT LOVE, LAWS, RIGHTS 


AND POWER 


reproduce this statement of principls on 
this page. 

While there is no quarrel with the asser- 
tion that the peoples of the Crown Common- 
wealth and the United States share, as stated 


Some friendly suggestions 
to allies by JOHN TYNDALL 


in Principle 1, the cultural legacy of Greece 
and Rome, the same can be said of any and 
every other nation of White European stock, 
yet it is not proposed that the links between 


these English-speaking peoples be extended to 
all of those nations. The same may be said of 
course of the bonds of traditional Christianity. 

If there is one over-riding factor justify- 
ing the ‘special relationship’ between the 
English-speaking white nations stressed in 
Principle 5, ii is the factor of RACE, to be 
specific the fact that it was the BRITISH 
RACE which played the dominant role in 
the founding and ‘development of all the 
countries concerned and which today consti- 


tutes the largest single ethnic group in those 


countries — in the case of the United King- 
dom, Australia and New Zealand this group 
being larger than all the others combined. 
Any concept of common interest, or rationale 
for common action, between these countries 
is justified only in terms of the need to protect 
and further the good of that dominant race. 

Such a concept does not of course 
exclude ethnic groups of other European 
Origins close to the British who have settled 
these countries and contributed with distinc- 
tion to their development, i.e. Catholic Irish, 
German, Dutch, etc., for such races can 
easily be absorbed into the Anglo-Saxon 
community, just as they have within the 
British Isles. | 

We are sure that this thought was not 
absent from the minds of those who wrote 
the CCLR declaration; its omission was 
probably prompted by the desire to couch 
the declaration in the most sweet and reason- 
able words possible and which least offended 
against the spirit of the present age, hence the 
talk of the ‘value of the individual’ and ‘love 
and understanding’. Delicate consciences 
must be wooed by delicate language! 

We nevertheless feel that this tactical 
choice of words was an error in so far as it 
could serve to mislead as to the whole purpose 
of the declaration. 


FORCE DECISIVE 
It is all very well to talk of rejecting 


“the law of force”. Unfortunately this is 
not, and never has been, possible in the real 


world in which we live. Force, whether for 


good or ill, has directly or indirectly deter- 
mined every important historical event and 
development in the history of man, and 
behind every law of every state there is, as 
the ultimate sanction, the force of compul- 
sion against those who do not comply — just 
as behind every polite act of international 


diplomacy there must be the ultimate 


sanction of economic and military power. 
None of this needs preclude ‘love and 
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RIGHTS AND POWER 
(Contd. from prev. page) 


understanding’, which are admirable things 
so long as their limits are recognised and so 
long as they serve primarily as a basis for 
relations between kindred peoples. Probably, 
this was what the authors of the CCLR 
declaration had in mind when those words 
were chosen, but if so it would have been 
better if they had used them in a more 
specific and explicit context. 

English Common Law, trial by jury and 
an independent judiciary may well also be 
admirable institutions, but they are not the 
things which we exist on this earth primarily 
to preserve and defend, nor are they the 
concepts which form the basis for the exis- 
tence of nation-states or commonwealths; 
only race and nationality can be those things. 
All systems of law and justice should be 
valued in accordance with their usefulness to 
race and nation; they should never be 
regarded as ends in themselves. . 


CENTRALISED POWER 


This brings us to perhaps the most 
important issue over which we might argue 
with the spokesmen for the CCLR and that 
is the question of centralised power. 

We do not agree with the CCLR in its 
assertion that centralised power is an evil in 
itself; we believe that the evil deriving from 
centralised power today rests entirely on the 
nature of those who happen to wield that 
power and the purposes to which they wield 
it. Power devolved onto local bodies, such as 
provincial or state parliaments or city and 
borough councils, can result in equally 
pernicious evils, as we can see amply by 
looking no further than such abominable 
petty tyrannies as the London municipalities 
of Islington, Brent or Hackney. A centralised 
power manned by patriots of our own race 
would indeed be a thoroughly beneficient 
institution, particularly if it were to serve to 
curb and impose its will on such local 
tyrannies. 

Whether we like it or not, the kind of 
world we inhabit today and the kind of 
world that our children will inherit are and 
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will be determined by giant aggregations of 
power; to lament this fact is not to alter it. 
The only truly useful thing we can do is 
work to ensure that such vast power is 
wielded by people of our kind who use it in 
our interests. 

Probably the confusion that exists in 
this field of thought is a confusion between 
centralised power on the one hand and 
centralised responsibility and initiative on 
the other. In any very large and scattered 
political unit, such as the United States -or 
the former British Empire, the latter just are 
not possible or practical. All the problems of 
all the parts constitute something beyond 
the capacity of any central administration to 
comprehend or solve — although with today’s 
facilities of communication over vast dis- 
tances close liaison between central and local 
administrators is much easier than in the 
time when federal forms of government were 
first developed. 

Precisely what functions are performed 
by central government and what functions 
by state, provincial or municipal adminis- 
trations remains what it has always been: 
not a moral but a practical question, to be 
determined according to considerations of 
utility and nothing else. 

Trying to construct some kind of 
elevated moral principle out of the American 
War of Independence and the Declaration 
thereof that followed is a futile exercise, and 
should not have been attempted by the 
CCLR. The American colonists’ revolt was 
sparked off primarily by economic factors, 
although there were of course people close 
to hand only too willing to exploit genuine 
economic and financial grievances on the 
part of the colonists as a means of causing 
political mischief and division between the 
two sections of the British race -- people 
such as Tom Paine, an inveterate trouble- 
maker born in Norfolk who went to the 
colonies to peddle his quack ‘liberal’ doc- 
trines summed up in his magnum opus The 
Rights of Man. Paine. was one of a type 


thrown up by all generations and not just: 


confined to the present one: a man who 
takes a quite perverse delight in betraying his 
own country and people. He was one of 
many of British origins residing in the 
colonies who eagerly jumped on the colonists’ 
discontent as a means of striking back at the 
homeland against which, for one reason or 
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another, they had turned sour. 

The outcome of the ‘War of Indepen- 
dence’ was not a victory of principles; it was 
a victory of power. Political and military 
incompetence on the part of the forces of 
the Crown, together with French intervention 
on the side of the rebel forces, determined 
the course of events. The history and moral 
of the war, as so often, was written by and 
on behalf of the side who won it. 


MATTER OF CONSENT 


In the setting up of the United States 
that followed the War of Independence there 
was an agreement to de-centralise power 
which left the individual states with consider- 
able autonomy. Much ideological balderdash 
has been made of this process, but in fact 
the process stemmed from nothing more 
than the practice by the Founding Fathers 
of “the art of the possible.” The degree of 
federal power contained in the US Consti- 
tution was the maximum degree to which 
the state governments would consent at the 
time. Ever since that moment in American 
history there has been a regular tug of war 
Over questions of power between the states 
and Washington, with the latter, bit by bit, 
acquiring more of that commodity at the 
expense of the former. The fact that this has 
had, in modern times at least, a baneful 
effect on American politics has nothing 
whatever to do with abstract arguments 
about ‘states rights’ but stems entirely from 
the fact that central power, probably from 
the time of the setting up of the Federal 
Reserve. Board in 1913, has been captured 
by what Wilmot Robertson has aptly called 
the ‘Liberal-Minority Coalition’. Had that 
central power rested in the hands of patriotic 
Americans dedicated to the welfare of the 
majority race that built America and 
operating an honest political and financial 
system, we would hear little talk of the 
supposed benefits of state autonomy or 
independence. When, however, central 
power is in the hands of crooks it is certain 
that there will be, to many people, attrac- 
tions in the idea of de-centralisation. In 
Britain this idea has been expressed in the 
form of the ‘devolution’ argument, which 
favours the granting of greater autonomy to 
Scotland and Wales and even to the regions 
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of England. The whole idea of salvation 
through ‘devolution’, like its American 
counterpart of ‘states rights’, is nothing 


more than a red herring, however, aiming off ` 


target with the bogey of power itself rather 
than at the forces which happen to hold 
power. This thinking is about as realistic as 
that of the people who seek escape from the 
potential horrors of the nuclear bomb in the 
illusion that these horrors can be avoided by 
giving up the bomb. The bomb of course will 
not go away, and the realists among us 
recognise that the only rational thing to do 
is to make sure that it is in the right hands 
rather than the wrong.hands. It is the same 
of course with power, and the more we try 
to flee from the reality of its place as the 
arbiter of human destiny the more certain it 
is that the wrong people will capture it and 
use it to our detriment. 

Every argument, whether it be about 
central authority versus localised autonomy, 
King versus Parliament, Fascism versus 
Democracy or managerial prerogative versus 
‘workers’ control’, is in reality an argument 
conducted for the purpose of the pursuit of 
power. Those who attack ‘power in the hands 
of others do so for the sole reason that they 
want that power themselves, and the morality 
or rationale they offer against power in the 
hands of others is only a cloak for their 
desire to see that power transferred to their 
own hands. Not that this is always done for 
ignoble motives; quite the contrary, it is 
often done for the very best of motives. 
What is important is that we should see 
through the humbug — sometimes a quite 
necessary humbug — of the anti-power 
rhetoric and recognise it for what it is, 
nothing more than a psychological weapon 
employed by the have-nots against the haves. 
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The full nature of the humbug can of 
course be seen in the manner in which those 
who command the controlling heights of the 
system known as ‘Democracy’ will not 
hesitate to cast out of the window the very 
principles they proclaim when they feel it 
necessary to do so in order to defend them- 
selves against real opposition — as distinct 
from the synthetic, ‘managed’ opposition of 
other parties serving the same interest. 


MEANS TO AN END 


It is appropriate at this point to return 
to an earlier point in this article by defining 
why it is we should want power. Having said 
that strong centralised power, great power, is 
not itself an axiomatic evil, let me go some 
way towards the de-centralisers by admitting 
that neither is it itself an axiomatic good; 
like every other political device, it is a means 
to an end, and for my part the only worth- 
while end ever to be served by power of any 


kind is the welfare of our race; power for 


any other purpose is not worth fighting for. 

It is my firm belief that in the stresses 
and storms through which our race is likely 
to have to pass to survive the coming century 
some kind of central power must eventually 
be accepted as a necessary means by which 
the scattered parts of this race may be co- 
ordinated and organised for their mutual 
survival. It is not a matter of import to me 
whether such a central power is seated 50 
miles or thousands of miles from where I 
happen to live; what matters is that it be in 
the hands of men of cur race and used for 
the good of our race. 

Any limitations as may be placed on 
such power will be, like those placed: upon 


the power of federal government in the 
United States or those which would have 
been placed on a British Imperial Govern- 
ment in the event of the acceptance of the 
Imperial Federation idea that was in current 
fashion in the first years of this century, 
imposed not by principles but by possibilities, 


the primary one of which is the sheer 
strategic incapability of any central authority 
imposing its will on recalcitrant parts by 
military means — an incapability which, 
though in pure theory it might be overcome 
by modern weapons, would nevertheless be 
rendered valid in practice by the combined 
facts of geography and politics. These facts, 
and not any airy -fairy ideological abstractions, 
would dictate that such a power operate, 
only by common consent and that, in 
consideration of this, those wielding it 
should recognise the practical boundaries of 
their authority. 

As for the ‘value of the individual’, let 
us recognise the meaning of such a term; it is 
not because, as according to liberalism, the 
individual is an end in himself, but because 
in the history of the Anglo-Saxon peoples 
we have learned that the will and genius of 
outstanding individuals has been an indis- 
pensible element in the destiny of our race. 
The individual must be nurtured because the 
good of the race requires it, not the other way 
round. Where we err, however, is in the sup- 
position that individual ‘rights’ must be 
defended beyond the point at which they 
cease to serve the racial good. Common- 
wealths, Empires, Unions and ‘Special 
Relationships’ are not created for the indi- 
vidual’s benefit, but he can have an honoured 
role within them if his individual will is 
brought into harmony with the cause of 
his kind. 
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SIR: After overhearing the Queen in her 
Christmas Day Broadcast call for less 
Nationalism, I read the press report of it later. 
There it was — less Nationalism, more inter- 
dependence, more world trade, more effective 
redressing of the economic balance between 
nations. Sheer liberal fantasy, unreal, 
unworkable, unwanted. Without Nationalism 
there could be no Nation, and without the 
Nation no Monarchy. More interdependence 
can only entail the end of Sovereignty and, 
ipso facto, the end of self-determination, all 
. that for which we were called upon to fight two 
world wars. 

As for more world trade, there is already too 
much aimless and wasteful crissing and 
crossing of goods and materials and not for 
our benefit. Traffic in manufactured goods 
between industrial countries is clearly an 
absurdity, costing us dearly in finance charges, 
road maintenance, fuel, etc. Not unimportant 
is the spread of disease and the danger from 
unsafe products such as toys and electric 
plugs from the Far East. 

Redressing the economic balance means, 
as we well know, lowering our standard of 
living to that of the most backward and 
poverty-stricken of peoples. 

One wonders if the speech has not been 
drafted by some politician, rather like the 
Royal Address at the opening of Parliament, 
relying on our respect for the Crown and 
affection for Her Majesty. 

G. E. DAWSON 
Rhyl, Clwyd 


SIR: I feel I must take issue with your 
correspondent, Mr. L. A. Kernaghan, over the 
second paragraph of his letter in your January 
issue. 

He could only make such a statement from 
a very limited knowledge and understanding 
of true Marxism and/or true Christianity. If 
there were a relationship between these two, 
how does he reconcile it with Moscow’s avowed 
belief that there is no God and their persistent 
persecution, torture and murder of countless 
numbers of Christians? 

If, on the other hand, there is no room for 
Christianity in Nationalism, then I should have 
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to withdraw my support for the latter. 

However, thank God, I believe your corres- 

pondent’s contention is wrong and that the 

only true morality we can teach our children 
must have a Christian base. 

HILDA WHEELWRIGHT 

Bude, Cornwall 


SIR: I note with some surprise that you are 
asking with regard to the National Front, or 
what is left of it: ‘Where do we go from here?’ I 
would suggest no where, for a long time at 
any rate. I would not think of entertaining any 
ideas of association with this seedy little body 
who have allowed their whole movement to 
be impregnated with a excrescence for sucha 
long time. No-one is blameless and it reflects 
upon all members. Before any kind of talking 
is considered, this one-time highly motivated 
body should somehow purge itself and a 
handsome apology be made to yourself by the 
way. Indeed it is laughable, or is it? A tragedy 
more like, that when the country is in such dire 
need of leadership of high quality, much time 
has been wasted over the years with such 
futile, dangerous and damaging nonsense. 
A movement with any degree of Good Old 
British phlegm would have chopped that 
cancerous limb off at once. It reflects and tells 
me that we are as a nation too tired, and worse, 
we lack the Will. I must say serve them (NF) 
right. I hope the NF is finished. But have a 
care! You do not want your own BNP infiltrated 
with undesirables. You have your last chance 
— don’t let anyone spoil it! 
BETTY DARRELL-SMITH (Miss) 
Lampeter, Dyfed 


SIR: Marches, as Ronald Rickord and others 
have stated, are now no doubt counter 
productive. 

However, one ‘march’ which in my opinion 
the BNP should promote on a National basis is 
the Annual Remembrance Day parade. 

The 1983 York Regional Remembrance 
Day parade efficiently organised by our 
Yorkshire Regional officials was extremely 
successful. 

A precedent has now been established for 
this British National Party event which I believe 
the authorities would find difficult to ban. 

York is virtually the geographical centre of 
Britain, within reasonable travelling distance 
of all and particularly our members in 
Scotland. 

It is also of historic interest to all patriots. 

Let the British National Party pay respect to 
the fallen annually in the great British city of 
York. 

FRANK DAWBER 
Hyde, Cheshire 


SIR: Nothing surprises me very much now- 
adays, but when Her Majesty the Queen gives 
a highly politicized and tendentious broadcast 
to the Nation, as she did on Christmas Day, 
even I am forced to raise my eyebrows. 


Quite apart from claiming that Nationalism 
is responsible for ‘the gap between rich and 
poor countries’ — a claim that cannot be sub- 
stantiated — Her Majesty’s broadcast contained 
so many questionable and nonsensical state- 
ments that one could not be blamed for 
imagining that her advisers had either taken 
leave of their senses or succumbed to the 
effects of the Festive Season when they 
concocted it. For instance, at one point the 
Queen said: 


‘. . . India has managed to become one of the ten 
or so leading industrial nations in the world and 
has become self-sufficient in food.’ 


Really! Then why is it that Britain is giving 
India aid amounting to millions of pounds 
every year? This question is particularly 
apposite when it is remembered that India 
purchases vast quantities of weapons (but not 
from Britain) and is busily engaged manufac- 
turing nuclear weapons. And if India is self- 
sufficient in food (which Britain is not) why is it 
that our TV screens so often show us harrowing 
scenes of Indian children dying of starvation in 
the slums and gutters of places like Bombay 
and Calcutta? 

However, my main objection to the Queen’s 
Christmas broadcast was the spectacle of the 
Queen taking on the rôle of a TV interviewer, 
especially when the interviewee was none 
other than the frightful Mrs Gandhi, who is the 
last person I want to intrude into my sitting 
room on Christmas Day. 

It is becoming increasingly evident that the 
Queen and other members of the Royal 
Family are being extremely badly advised. It is 
time that the Palace had a clean-out. 

RONALD RICKCORD 
Bletchley, Bucks. 


SIR: I was sorry that you saw fit to describe 
Sara Keays as a ‘bird’ in your comment on the 
distasteful Parkinson episode. Apart from the 
word being ungentlemanly, I feel that Miss 
Keays is the only person in this sordid affair 
who deserves some sympathy. She appears to 
be an intelligent person who could presumably 
have guarded against pregnancy had she 
wanted to; that she did not may be due to her 
having been promised marriage by the spine- 
less cad she had for a lover. One may question 
her taste in manhood (if that is the right 
phraseology), but it should also be born in 
mind, how difficult it can be for normal women 
to meet desirable white men in England; 
urban conditions seem to be producing 
thousands of young men whose female 
components are in the ascendancy — this is 
hardly surprising given the epicene lifestyle of 
most urban young men. 

Going back to Parkinson, I feel he deserves 
the same fate as Pierre Abelard apparently 
had dished out to him in earlier times, not 
standing ovations from Tory zombies. 

STELLA BENSON 
Newton Abbot, Devon 


THE VALUE OF 


LAST MONTH | argued that the unthinking 
acceptance of the cant that “human life is 
sacred” cost the taxpayer millions of pounds, 
quite unnecessarily, and that in the interests 
of fiscal common sense we should abandon 
such a nonsensical fiction. 

We might now consider the enormous 
cost to the taxpayer of another piece of 
cant: that which holds that man is basically 
good, made bad by a bad environment. This 
widely quoted piece of nonsense is the basis 
of the belief in the perfectability of man 
which is fundamental to much of the 
‘thinking’ (if that is the word) of the social 
scientist. The idea that man is infinitely 
malleable and so perfectible is part of the 
socialist creed. It is a fundamental tenet of 
Marxism-Leninism, which is a form of 
socialism. Create the perfect environment, 
says the “social engineer”, and you will 
eventually have perfect human beings living 
in. it. We all know, if we use our common 
sense for a moment, that we shall have 
nothing of the sort; what we would get is 
normal human beings in a perfect environ- 
ment — which they would speedily ruin. 


EXPENSIVE 


Cant such as this could perhaps be 
tolerated if it were not so expensive and if it 
were not used as an excuse for interfering 
with the measures which society takes to 
protect itself against criminals. When an 
appalling crime is committed the social 
scientist argues that it is not the fault of the 
criminal; the environment is to blame — we, 
and not he, are guilty, and so on. If this is 
held to be true then obviously we should 
never punish a criminal. What he needs, as a 
beautifully orchestrated chorus of men of 
goodwill tell us, is “love” and ‘‘under- 
standing’, not to mention “rehabilitation” 
— but never, ever punishment, a concept 
which makes them shudder. Once accept this 
piece of cant — that is, the idea that inside 
every criminal there is a saint fighting to get 
out — and the way is open for every type of 
lunatic leniency to be shown to the wicked 
and the evil. Millions of pounds can be asked 
for and expended on remedial services, 
environmental improvements and so on. The 
caring professions, each member brandishing 
a degree in some “‘social” discipline, grow 
and proliferate, each one with a vested 
interest in ensuring that every nasty little 
criminal gets “love” and “understanding”, 
sympathy, a better life, anything at all, in 
fact, except what he richly deserves, which is 
condign punishment. 


DETERRENCE 


As taxpayers, we could perhaps tolerate 
this enormous and ever-increasing expense if 
it could be shown that we were, even slowly, 
winning the battle and that crime figures 


NOEL A. HUNT, a former 
Rhodesian judge who 
sent several terrorists 

to the gallows, gives his 
views on fighting crime 


were dropping. In tact crime ts nearly our 
only growth industry and gets nastier and 
more frequent annually. 

The criminal has always been with us of 
course and all societies take measures to 
protect themselves against the criminal. In 
Britain these measure. once included 
hanging, corporal . punishment, penal 
servitude, hard labour — which meant just 
that — solitary confinement and spare diet in 


appropriate cases, preventive detention, the 


indeterminate sentence, and so on. All of 
these measures were introduced as the result 
of experience with crime, criminals and the 
world about us. They did not become law 
because our legislators were raving sadists 
but because such measures were necessary 
for the protection of society. By these 
means crime was kept more or less under 
control, making it possible for the law-abiding 
to go about their business in peace and 
without fear. These measures of course were 
not one hundred per-cent effective in eradi- 
cating crime, and the prisons were kept full. 
This fact was used as a pretext: for an 
attack on the system by concerned ‘men of 
goodwill’ and believers in the perfectability 
of man. They argued that, since, in spite of 
the wide powers and harsh penalties in use, 
crime and the criminal were still with us, the 
system must be wrong. The deterrents, they 
pointed out, did not in all cases deter. From 
this they argued that harsh measures were 
counter-productive and created the very evils 
they were intended to remedy. | 
This view really came to the fore about 
the end of World War Two and has gathered 
strength ever since. Since deterrents did not 
in all cases deter, we were urged to abandon 
them completely. The Welfare State was 
with us, bringing an enormous improvement 
in living conditions for millions. Strong in 
their belief in the perfectability of man, the. 
reformers argued that, since so much had 
been done to improve the environment, we 


could now afford to be more lenient in our 
treatment of transgressors. Even the language 
changed: criminals were no longer punished; 
instead transgressors were ‘treated’, in an 
atmosphere of sympathy and warm under- 
standing, of course. Criminals stopped going 
to gaol and offenders instead started under- 
going ‘custodial sentences’. We were helpless 
in the grip of the New Morality. Deafened 
by the endless reiteration of pure cant, the 
tax-payer held his peace — he had to because 
nobody listened to him — and hoped for the 
best. 7 
In nearly two generations we have spent 
untold billions of pounds on improving 
Everyman's. living conditions. Surely by 
now, if those supremely confident and 
patronising figures who lecture us on these 
matters are right, we should be seeing a 
reduction in crime? We have improved the 
environment of man out of all recognition, 
showered rights on everyone in sight, 
developed ‘“‘social consciences” (whatever 
they may be) and for millions of our people 
life is better than it has ever been. So man 
must be improving in tune with his improved 
environment, mustn’t he? To,hold otherwise 
is to accuse those nice kind social scientists 
of talking drive! — and this is of course quite 
unthinkable! 

Unfortunately the fact is that crime is 
increasing at a faster rate every year; 
criminals grow bolder and the lout and the 
hooligan become ever more insolent and 
confident of immunity. 

We have done all that the experts said 
should be done, in the hope and expectation 
that man would change and improve. Yet 
the dismal fact is that man is as he has 
always been, unchanged in the slightest by 
the changes in his surroundings and the 
millions spent on him. He obstinately 
remains, as the Book of Common Prayer has 
it, “full of envy, hatred, malice and all 
uncharitableness.”’ 


TIME FOR .REASSESSMENT 


It seems to be time for a reassessment 
and a new departure. We tried to deal with 
crime by deterrent methods. Because this 
was only partially successful we were 
persuaded to change our approach. For 
many years leniency has replaced harshness, 
the permissive society has given rights to all 
and discreetly abrogated most duties and 
responsibilities. Yet, in spite of the staggering 
cost of all this to the tax-payer, crime 
continues to flourish and to extend its grip 


Contd. on page 19 
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LIVERPOOL BNP HAS 


OPPO WORRIED 


The strides being made by the British 
National Party in Liverpool have seriously 
worried the local establishment and its allies 
on the political left, so much so that 
increasingly hysterical methods have recently 
been employed to stop the BNP. 


REDS THREATEN 

At the centre of the party’s active cam- 
paign in the area are its very regular sales of 
British Nationalist in the middle of the city 
of Liverpool. These have become so popular 
and successful that they have badly alarmed 
the BNP’s opponents. Recently an attempt 
was made to intimidate the party’s paper 
sellers: a gang of about twenty-odd members 
and supporters of the ‘Socialist Worker’s 
Party’, many of whom were Blacks from the 
nearby Toxteth riot area, quit their usual 
sales pitch some hundreds of yards away in 
Church Street and turned up at the same 
location as the BNP. The red mob threatened 
not only the BNP men but also anybody 
among the general public who had the 
temerity to buy their papers; one young lady 
who had no political connection with the 
BNP, but merely bought a copy to see what 


BNP Recordings 


RALLY ‘82 

Speeches from the BNP national rally in 
London on October 16th 1982, the theme 
of which was ‘Unite and fight for Britain’s 
future!’ 


Side 1: Speeches by Charles Parker and Ray ` 
Hill; Side 2: Speech by .John Tyndall. 


VOICES OF NATIONALISM 


Side 1: Recordings of speeches from the 
Nationalist Unity rally in London on 
September Sth 1981. Hear John Tyndall, 
Ray Hill, Kenneth McKilliam, Len Bearsford 
Walker and others. Side 2: Talk by John 
Tyndall on ‘The coming British revolution’. 


TYNDALL SPEAKS I 


Side 1: Talk on ‘Our Anglo-Saxon heritage’ 
(about the world-wide dispersal of the 
peoples of British stock); Side 2: Talk ‘on 
‘Britain’s economic crisis’. 


TYNDALL SPEAKS II 


Side 1: Talk on ‘The case for Nationalism’ 
(the internationalist argument demolished); 
Side 2: Talk on ‘Tragedy of the 20th 
Century’ (analysis of the results of the 
Second World War). 


These 4 sets of recordings are presented in 
cassette form and are available at £3.50 each 
(with 17p postage) from: BNP Recordings, 


Box 115, Hove, E. Sussex BN3 3SB. 
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the paper was all about, was screamed at by 
one Black and called a ‘racialist bitch’. To an 
old man who bought a paper the same Black 
howled “burn the Union Jack!” — a reference 
to the flag which BNP sales teams always 
take with them on such occasions — and went 
on to protest: “by buying that paper you are 
condoning the gassing of 6 million Jews!” 

Despite being outnumbered by more than 
3 to 1, the BNP members stood their ground 
and kept on selling. Eventually, the Reds and 
Blacks left the scene, despairing of frightening 
them away. 

On this page we show two photographs of 
the scene, taken by Stephen Green under 
hectic conditions. Well done, Stephen! 


POLICE GRILLING 

The same kind of intimidation was 
attempted at a different level by a member 
of the local police, acting no doubt on higher 
political instructions. With the majority of 
ordinary Bobbies on Merseyside, the BNP 
enjoys a good relationship based on mutual 
respect. In response to the Toxteth troubles 
and vociferous demands from local leftists 
and Blacks arising out of them, however, 
there have been a number of appointments 
and decisions made in the policing of the area 
which have been blatantly politically inspired. 
Local BNP Organiser, Ken Usher, found this 
out to his considerable distaste last month. 


KEN USHER 


Mr Usher was called upon at his home by 


a Special Branch officer and asked to come -7 


with him to the police station to help with 
certain routine enquiries. He went in good 


faith. When he arrived at the station he was 
detained there for two hours, in the course 
of which he was subjected to the most brutal 
treatment and obscene language. He was 
ordered to strip and was hit in the face 
several times. He was accused of every crime 
in the book, although to date no charges 
have been brought against him for anything. 
The officer in charge referred to him several 
times as a “f...ing bastard” and said he was 
going to put him away “for 15 years” and 
was determined to destroy the BNP on 
Merseyside “by hook or by crook”. The 
party, the officer said, was a thorn in the 
side of the system, and that “that state of 
affairs cannot be allowed to continue”. 

Ken Usher is a big fellow and well able to 
take care of himself against most comers. It 
is almost certain that the purpose of this 
treatment was to provoke him into retaliatory 
action which would then provide his tor- 


Ti T ZTT -j 
NATIONALISTS Joe Owens of the BNP 
gives Black agitator a 
STAND THEIR piece of his mind (above); 
General scene of con- 


frontation (below) 


GROUND 


mentors wit Aig excuse they wanted to 
charge him with the very serious offence of 
‘assaulting’ a police officer. With steely self- 
control he resisted the temptation to present 
them with this opportunity. Instead, the 
BNP Liverpool Branch has filed an official 
complaint through the proper channels, and 
is waiting to hear the result. In the meantime 
for reasons of possible sub-judice the name 
of the officer concerned, although known to 
us and carefully noted, is not being disclosed 
in this report. 

Needless to say, neither of these attempts 
at intimidation will be allowed to have the 
slightest effect in deterring Ken Usher and 
his colleagues from continuing the fight on 
Merseyside which they have begun and 
which, so far, they have waged so successfully. 


oy 


FOCUS ON THE BRANCHES 


HULL, the main city of East Yorkshire (to 
give the county its proper name) has been a 
major centre of Nationalist activity since 
the mid-1970s. The Hull area has been 
hard hit by unemployment, no small part 
of which has been-in the fishing industry, 


THE VALUE OF DETERRENCE 


(Contd. from page 17) 


on society. 

The only sensible conclusion seems to 
be that the cant that man is basically good is 
just that: cant. We can also conclude that 
acting as if this cant were true is unbearably 
expensive. In summary, repression is only 
partially successful but is relatively cheap. 
Leniency, ‘‘understanding’’ and ‘‘rehabili- 
tation’’ have produced more and more 
vicious criminals and enormous and ever- 
increasing costs. As usual therefore we are 
confronted with a choice, not between good 
and bad, but between bad and worse. We have 
tried both methods of dealing with crime. 
Neither deterrence nor leniency is completely 
successful. But on the evidence we have 
deterrence means fewer criminals and is very 
considerably cheaper. | would argue that 
having tried both methods we are entitled to 
choose the cheaper. On this basis, deterrence 
wins in a canter. In their own fiscal interests 
the tax-payers should press for a return to 
the methods of years gone by, not just 
because they are better than another method 


Contd. overleaf 


British | i 
Nationalist 


You can obtain single copies of British 
Nationalist by paying asubscription of £3.40 
for 12 issues (for subscribers in the British 
Isles). For subscribers overseas the rate is 
£4.00 for 12 issues (surface mail). 

If you wish to obtain British Nationalist 
in bulk for redistribution, the rates are: — 


10 copies £1.20 + 32p post 
25 copies £2.70 + 94p post 
50 copies £4.80 +£1.57 post 
100 copies £8.40 +£1.90 post 
150 copies £12.00 + £2.10 post 
200 copies £15.00 + £2.25 post 
300 copies £21.00 + £2.55 post 
400 copies £26.40 + £2.80 post 
500 copies £32.00 ) Bulk rates 
1,000 copies £62.00 ) by roadline 


All cheques or postal orders should be: 
made out to British Nationalist, PO Box 446, 
London SE23 2LS. Please keep orders and 
enquiries for British Nationalist totally 
separate from other correspondence in order 
to avoid delay and confusion. 


all but destroyed through Rritish member- 
ship of the Common Market. The Hull area 
has for some time been ripe for the growth 
of Nationalism. 

In the 1970s a branch of the National 
Front was established in the ‘area, and it 
grew rapidly before the end of that decade. 
Its principal activator was the man who 
became Organiser of the branch, Tony 
Braithwaite, one of the most dedicated 
Nationalists, in the North of England. Tony 
Braithwaite has explained his decision to 
become an active worker for the Nationalist 
cause as stemming from a visit he made to 
London, which opened his eyes to the way 
in which the nation was being invaded by 
foreign immigrants. Seeing the effects of 
this invasion on the nation’s Capital, he 
knew immediately that it was only a matter 
of time before the rest of Britain suffered 
the same fate. Something had to be done, 
and in his own area Tony Braithwaite imm- 
ediately set about doing it. 

When the National Front split in 1980 
the Hull branch almost to a man gave its 
support to the New National Front and later 
became absorbed, with other NNF units, in 
the British National Party, of which it is 
now a vital part. 

Apart from Tony Braithwaite, who in 
addition to his branch duties is also Yorks 
and NE England Regional Organiser, the 
other leading activists in the branch are 
John Helm, Danny Withers and Gary Brat- 
tan. John Helm has been mainly respons- 
ible for the Treasurership and other admin- 
istrative duties in the branch but has always 


TONY BRAITHWAITE 


regularly attended other activities. 

Danny Withers and Gary Brattan are two 
younger members, having been in the party 
only since 1980. These two have done more 
than any to promote the sales of the party 
newspaper in the area. 

Hull BNP, in addition to being active 
locally, has given its support to activities 
all over the North, notably in York, Grim- 
sby and Newcastle-upon-Tyne. All its 
activsist deserve the highest praise. 
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Now for the 


Pinhead Reports... 


For the benefit of those dismayed 
and perplexed by the divisions in the 
Nationalist movement in Britain, Spear- 
head has attempted to maintain a ser- 
ious and reasoned debate on the causes 
of that division. We-had hoped that the 
spokesmen of the National Front would 
enter into the spirit of this debate and 
give us a reasoned analysis of their own 
case, in which event we would have 
been perfectly happy to let our readers 
know of their point of view. So far, 
however, this has not happened. The 
preferred NF reply to our arguments 
would seem to be represented by the 
item which we re-produce here and 
which is taken from the latest issue of 
the NF magazine Nationalism Today. 
We publish this item for the interest of 
our readers 


Send 20p for infec. mation pack. 


To: 
P.O. BOX 115 
HOVE 

E. SUSSEX BN3 3SB 
(Tel. 0273 777540) 
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NF viewpoint ....... 


THE AGM of the BNP was recently held at: 
the Lewisham Holdfast of the gallant Duke 
Edmonds the Groveller. This location was 
chosen after authorities had refused use of 
Wembley Stadium or Olympia. 

An eager crawd of serfs awaited the arrival 
of the State minibus carrying the Royals 
from their country seat in Sussex. THE 
TINPOT was greeted with much tugging of 
forelocks, as was His beloved father-in-law 
Charles the Bald. The non-appearence of 
“Black Jasper”, better known as Lord Hill 
of Leicester, was explained as being due to 
unfavourable wind conditions. 

Despite’ having nearly 40 people in the 
fortress. Lord Shaw was able to reveal his 
bust of THE LEADER, made from the BNP 
membership lists for West London and a 
turnip. There was one nasty incident how- 
ever when Queen Tinpot opened the door 
of the privvy and was nearly crushed by an 
avalanche of 20,000 back copies of Pinhead. 
When asked to explain the slight build-up 
in unsold stock, Duke Edmonds admitted 
an error in his sales report. 

There were two resolutions before the 


THE VALUE OF DETERRENCE 
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but also because. they are cheaper. 

This approach — what might be called 
the argumentum ad bursam — has the merit 
of taking the discussion out of the realm of 
morals. One concedes that the draconian 
methods of the past were only partially 
successful but points out that they were 
considerably cheaper. We know from our 
daily experience that today’s methods lead 
to an increase in crime. We also know that 
these methods cost more every year. Why, as 
tax-payers, should we not press for a return 
to capital and corporal punishment, hard 
labour, etc. — and lower taxes? One does not 
argue that we shall thus eradicate crime, 
simply that we shall contain it. One does not 
argue that deterrence is cheap, simply that it 
is less expensive than pretending that evil 
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meeting. The first was proposed by THE 
TINPOT and seconded by THE TINPOT. 
It called for more power to be placed in 
HIS hands, and that 500 posed photographs 
of HIM should appear in the next ten 
issues of Pinhead. The resolution was passed 
on the nod, and FHE TINPOT then an- 
nounced that he was dissolving Himself and 
would be called the “GRAND MASONIC 
TOOL” from now on. i 

The other resolution was put forward by 
Baron Balls of Balsover, and called for the 
party to be renamed as the “Society for the 
Protection of Balding Mosleyite Dwarfs”. 
This was not carried. 

The meeting ended with the speech of the 
“GRAND MASONIC TOOL”, in which He 
reminded members that they were. the com- 
ing breeze, and that splinter groups always 
failed unless He said otherwise. The col- 
lection raised a huge number of excuses, 
largely because Charles the Bald had warned 
that anyone caught fiddling in their pockets 
would be soundly thrashed and ordered to 
take a cold shower. 

His Serenity, the . GRAND MASONIC 
TOOL, is pictured here hunting for his brain. 


men can, by the expenditure of money, be 
made into saints. 

The criminal is an expensive nuisance. 
The tax-payer is entitled to have him dealt 
with as cheaply as possible. If the prospect 
of strict discipline, plain food, no luxuries 
and hard labour irks the criminal, then he 
has but to mend his ways. He takes much 
from the common stock, and contributes 
nothing; it is not unreasonable to contend 
that the amount spent on this drone shall be 
as small as possible. This means that punish- 
ment would replace rehabilitation, deterrence 
would replace education and the cant that ` 
man is a fallen angel would be replaced by 
the truth that he is a risen ape. One concedes . 
that truth will have an uphill struggle to win | 
such a victory: many people have a vested 
interest in maintaining and extending the 
rule of cant. Get rid of cant, and we have a 
chance or, as Carlyle put it “Till cant cease, — 
nothing else can begin.” 
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